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Abstract

How does power shape communicative freedom? During
communication, speakers often balance multiple competing
goals—such as being informative versus preserving their
reputation. Across four experiments (N=~1400), we examined
how the power relation between speakers and listeners affects
narrative production in the face of conflicting informational
and reputational goals. Participants imagined having to confess
about a minor wrongdoing and were assigned to low, equal, or
high power roles (an employee speaking to a supervisor, co-
worker, or intern). Low power speakers were more likely to
prioritize informativeness and believability. Importantly, the
open-ended narratives they provided were more homogenous
than those of high or equal power narrators, suggesting that
power restricts the range of utterance choices considered.
Speakers’ ratings of pre-written narratives indicated that power
may additionally affect how speakers evaluate the believability
of different utterance choices.

Keywords: Language, Production, Power, Communication RSA,
Narratives

Introduction

How do we decide what to say? Human communication is
flexible: there is no rule book that tells us exactly what words
to use in a given situation. Rather, people are typically free to
make different decisions about what to say, even in the same
context.

Variation in utterances can come from speakers adopting
different strategies to balance multiple, often conflicting,
goals (e.g., Goodman & Frank, 2016; Yoon et al., 2020;
Degen, 2023). One common situation is when a speakers’
duty to be informative (truthful, relevant, concise, etc.)
conflicts with a desire to preserve their reputation (e.g., Kim,
Colombatto & Crockett, 2024; Kim & Crockett, under
review; Banerjee, Heyman & Lee, 2020; Sedikides, Hoorens
& Dufner, 2015). For example, when telling the truth means
revealing undesirable information about oneself (e.g.,
admitting wrongdoing), speakers have to decide how to
manage conflicting informational and reputational goals.
They might tell the truth and sacrifice their reputational goals,
or lie and compromise their informational goals. A speaker
might even try to balance both goals by doing something in-
between telling the truth and lying (e.g., by revealing a partial
truth, evading, implying a lie, being indirect; Clementson,
2018; Camp, 2018; Rogers et al., 2017; Weissman &
Terkourafi, 2019; Yoon et al., 2020).

The Rational Speech Act model (RSA) provides a useful
framework for further articulating the relationship between
speakers’ goals and their utterance choices (Goodman &
Frank, 2016). According to this framework, speakers

consider a set of alternative utterances, evaluating how each
choice achieves the relevant goals (e.g., determining their
informational and reputational values) and deciding which
goals to prioritize. Speakers choose the utterance highest in
utility (e.g., a weighted sum of informational and reputational
values).

Following this framework, we recently showed that
speakers’ choices to tell truthful, false, or under-informative
narratives about their moral actions can be explained through
different strategies for managing conflicting informational
and reputational goals (Kim & Crockett, under review). In the
current paper, we examine the effect of power differentials
between speakers and listeners on various components of
narrative production, including weights placed on goals,
valuation of utterances, and the range of alternative
utterances considered. We focus on the effect of power on
narrative production in a particular setting: a workplace
hierarchy.

A basic definition of power is the ability to act, or the
‘power-to’ do things (e.g., Hobbes, 1985; Pitkin 1972,
Morriss, 2002). Some people have more ‘power-to’ than
others: in the workplace, for example, a regular employee has
a more restricted range of actions available to them than a
CEO. In terms of communicative power-to, a well-
documented phenomenon is that of self-silencing, where low-
power employees do not freely offer their ideas and opinions,
especially if they are challenging or critical (e.g., Tangirala
& Ramanujam, 2008a; Van Dyne et al., 2003; Morrison,
2023; Pfrombeck et al., 2022; Mazzei et al., 2025).
Employees might not exercise their voice due to various
reasons, such as fear that volunteering unsolicited opinions
crosses some boundary given their position or a belief that
doing so will be futile (e.g., Janssen & Gao, 2015; Frazier &
Bowler, 2015). Put differently, one effect of low power is that
it prevents speakers from volunteering information that they
otherwise could with more power (i.e., cause them to become
non-informative).

In some situations, speakers may not want to speak
truthfully, but do not have the option of withholding
information. For example, suppose a manager asks an
employee for their opinion on a project, but the employee’s
opinion is negative and could potentially offend the manager.
Given the direct inquiry, silence is less available as an option.
Any speaker in this situation (regardless of how much power
they have) then has at least three options: tell the undesirable
truth, lie, or do something in between like indirectly voicing
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their opinion, allowing them to avoid stating the truth
explicitly but not lying (e.g., Brown & Levinson, 1987;
Lakoff, 1989; Harris, 2003; Yoon et al., 2020). Speakers who
choose to explicitly lie or give an indirect answer de-
prioritize informational goals in different ways: lying means
the speaker does not provide truthful information, while
indirectness means not giving clear, relevant information.

Importantly, some studies of communicative exchanges
between speakers and listeners with power differentials
suggest that the effect of low power is to push speakers to de-
prioritize their informational goals, in both ways.
Subordinates in real workplaces report deceiving their
superiors more than vice versa (e.g., Lindsey et al., 2011;
Deluga, 1995). People with low power also tend to be more
polite, including by being indirect, to those with higher power
than vice versa (e.g., Morand, 2000, 2014; Brown &
Levinson, 1987; Holtgraves, 1997).

Another important aspect of power in this context is that of
having ‘power-over’ another person, often through control
over resources, punishment, and rewards (e.g., Weber, 1978;
Dahl, 1957; Fiske, 1993; Keltner, Gruenfeld & Anderson,
2003; Thibaut & Kelley, 1959). This type of power is
relational and inherent to workplace hierarchies: with low
power-over, an employee might fear punishment from the
manager for honestly providing unpleasant information, but
the opposite is much less likely. In this way, low power-over,
or increased fear of consequences for telling the truth,
explains why low power speakers are more likely to lie, be
under-informative, or not speak at all (i.e., place low weight
on informational goals).

In this paper, we test three other predictions about what
low power speakers compared to high power speakers might
do in the face of conflicting informational and reputational
goals: they may 1) be more limited in the alternatives they
consider, 2) place higher on weight informational goals, as
well as on presentational goals of being believable, and 3)
evaluate narratives as having less presentational value.

First, we propose that the constraining effect of low power
should be observable in the range of narrative options that
speakers consider at all. This follows from the observation
that for low power speakers, certain narrative options become
riskier and less ideal than if they had more power. We test
this prediction by comparing the variability of narratives
produced by speakers with more or less power, with the
assumption that the range of narratives produced by speakers
within a group can be a proxy for the alternatives available to
an average speaker in the group.

Second, we demonstrate that low power does not always
lead speakers to compromise on their informational goals. In
some contexts, low power may compel speakers to be more
informative than they would be if they had more power
(resulting in what McKinney, 2016 calls ‘extracted speech’).
One situation where this might occur is if there are
consequences for being found out after not providing an
informative answer. In such a situation, low power speakers
should be particularly worried about being found out as
deceptive, as the consequences may be harsher. We therefore

predict that if the risk of being suspected or found out as a liar
is a salient risk, low power speakers should be more likely to
be fully informative.

In fact, given the possibility of being found out, we propose
that an additional, second-order presentational goal may
become particularly important, where speakers should strive
to make the listener believe that they are being as informative
as possible, and avoid suspicion of dishonesty (Kim &
Crockett, 2022; Kim & Crockett, under review; see also Yoon
et al., 2020). While all speakers should want to be seen as
honest (i.e., having presentational goals), low power might
heighten a speaker’s presentational concerns. This predicts
that low power speakers may additionally place high weights
on presentational goals.

Finally, we test the possibility that power affects the
valuation of narratives in terms of how well they meet a
speaker’s goals. Power can be instantiated in structural
forces, like in social norms of discourse (e.g., Foucault, 1971;
Bourdieu, 1977). Norms about power and language may
make some narratives (e.g., under-informative narratives)
perceived as more or less acceptable and normal depending
on the speaker’s power (e.g., Holmes & Stubbe, 2015).
Speakers reasoning about such conversational norms might
therefore evaluate the value of narratives differently,
particularly for presentational value. Given the same
narrative, a low power speaker may be more likely to think
that a norm-breaking narrative will arouse suspicion.
Relatedly, speakers with low power may be given less
credibility from listeners in a prejudicial way, where they are
less believed than if they had more power (Carney et al.,
2013; Carmona, 2023; Dotson, 2011; Fricker, 2007; Medina,
2011; Davis, 2016; Ulatowska & Cislak, 2022). Speakers
with low power who infer that they are less likely to be
believed, would also assign lower presentational value to the
same narrative choices than their high power counterparts.

In a set of experiments, participants (henceforth,
“speakers”) read a scenario about being an employee at a
company who steals snacks from the break room one night.
Speakers were asked to imagine being in the situation
described, and imagine having to respond to another person’s
inquiry about their behavior, setting up a conflict between
informational and reputational goals, as well as a possibility
of being found out. Speakers were assigned to one of three
power groups: low power (where the listener is their
supervisor), equal power (listener is a co-worker), and high
power (listener is their unpaid intern). The equal power
condition was included to examine whether any effects of
power are due to having more power (predicting that high
power narratives would stand out), or less power (predicting
that low power narratives would stand out).

To test the hypothesis that power affects the range of
alternative narratives available, we first elicit open-ended
narratives, comparing the diversity of responses across
groups of speakers with different power (Experiments 1a-d).
We test the prediction that in managing conflicting
informational and reputational goals, speakers with lower
power will produce more homogenous narratives than those
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with high power. To explore how and why particular kinds of
narratives might be favored, in some experiments
(Experiments 1b-d, 2a) speakers were additionally presented
with pre-written choices. For both kinds of narratives (written
by the participant vs. presented in the experiment), speakers
rated their informational, reputational, and presentational
values. We predicted that in general, speakers with low power
relative to those with high power would weigh their
informational and presentational goals more in their narrative
choices, and avoid narratives with lower presentational
values. We further asked whether low power speakers
compared to their high power counterparts assign lower
presentational values to the same pre-written narrative
choices.

Open-ended Narratives (Experiments 1a-d)

Participants
All  participants  were  recruited on  Prolific
(www.prolific.com). Within each experiment (la-d),

participants were randomly assigned into a power group (Exp
la: Low n=50, Equal n=50, High n=48; Exp 1b: Low n=100,
Equal n=99, High n=99; Exp lc: Low n=147, Equal n=151,
High n=149; Exp ld: Low n=206, Equal n=199, High
n=196). Participants were fluent English speakers from the
US, gave consent according to Yale University and Princeton
University IRBs, and paid $7.5-$12 per hour.

Experimental Stimuli & Procedures

Participants (“speakers”) first read a vignette where they
were asked to imagine being an employee who steals snacks
from their office break room, (refer to Kim & Crockett, under
review, for the full text). In the vignette, they come back to
their office at night to grab their phone charger, see shared
snacks lying around in the break room, and decide to take
them all home. The next day, during a meeting, someone
(“listener”) turns to them and says that there was an email
saying all the snacks are gone. They ask, “Weren’t you just
telling me that you were here last night?” Speakers were then
asked to imagine responding to the listener and write their
response.

For the power manipulation, vignettes only differed in who
the listener was (Low: the speaker’s supervisor, Equal:
speaker’s co-worker, High: speaker’s unpaid intern).
Speakers were then asked to rate their own narrative in terms
of their informational (“How well does your response reflect

the truth?”), reputational (“Will the [supervisor/co-
worker/intern] think that you’re a bad person?”), and
presentational ~ values  (“Will the  [supervisor/co-

worker/intern] suspect that you’re hiding something or not
telling the full truth?”). All questions were rated on a scale of
‘Not at all’ to “Very much’.

Different versions of the experiment (Expla-d) had slightly
different wordings for questions or contained additional
questions that are not analyzed for this paper.

Results

Low power narratives are more homogenous

Our main prediction was that power would have an effect on
the range of narratives that are considered. To investigate
this, we looked at how similar narratives were to each other
within each power group. We measured within-group
variance in narratives using bag-of-words (BOW) cosine
similarity. Narratives were first minimally cleaned for
spelling and typos and words were lemmatized.

As predicted, there was a significant effect of power on
within-group cosine similarity, and this replicated across all
experiments (Fig. 1; linear mixed effects model with low
power as the reference level). In all experiments, low power
narratives were more similar to each other than high power
narratives (Ela: B=-0.06, SE=0.01, F(2,297)=4.17, p<.001;
Elb: B=-0.05, SE=0.01, F(2,296)=4.94 p<.001; Elc: B=-
0.05, SE=0.01, F(2,444)=5.18, p<.001; Eld: B=-0.05,
SE=0.01, F(2,598)=5.48, p<.001). In all but one experiment
(1d), low power narratives were also more homogenous than
equal power ones (Ela: B=-0.05, SE=0.01, F(2,297)=4.07,
p<.001; E1b: B=-0.04, SE=0.01, F(2,296)=3.3, p=.001; Elc:
B=-0.04, SE=0.01, F(2,444)=4.59, p<.001; Eld: B=-0.01,
SE=0.01, F(2,598)=1.13, p=.257).

Effect of power on within-group narrative similarity

Exp 1a Exp 1b Exp 1c Exp 1d
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o
N

o
¥

o
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Within-group cosine similarity

High Equal Low High Equal Low High Equal Low High Equal Low
Speaker power relative to listener

Figure 1. The effect of power on narrative similarity
(within-group cosine similarity). Error bars are mean +/-
95% confidence intervals.

Low Power narratives have higher informational
and presentational values

Our second prediction was that low power speakers would be
more concerned about informational and presentational
values of narratives, at the cost of lower reputational values.
We next examine speakers’ ratings of their own narratives in
terms of informational, reputational, and presentational
values.

Since the previous result suggested that high and equal
power narratives are similar, for simplicity we only compare
high vs. low power narratives from here on. In two out of four
experiments, low power narratives were rated more highly in
terms of their informational and presentational values
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(Figure 2, top; LMEM within each experiment and question,
effect of power on ratings, for informational value: Ela:
B=0.35, SE=4.4, F(1,199)=0.006, p=.94; Elb: B=-4.09,
SE=5.21, F(1,198)=0.62, p=.43; Elc: B=-12.51, SE=4.59,
F(1,294)=7.42, p=.0068; Eld: B=-9.1, SE=3.34,
F(1,400)=7.21, p=.0076; for presentational value: Ela: B=-
9.1, SE=3.34, F(1,199)=0.4, p=.53; Elb: B=-1.68, SE=3.53,
F(1,198)=0.23, p=.635; Elc: B=-9.06, SE=3.17,
F(1,294)=8.18, p=.0045; Eld: B=-6.84, SE=2.94,
F(1,400)=5.42, p=.02). However, power did not have an
effect on reputational value ratings.

Effect of power on speakers’ priorities

Informational Reputational  Presentational
100 Value Value Value
75 l |
I I I I
AIRERNEE | o
] 50
o High power
25
0
1ai1b1c1d 1alb1c1d 1aibic1i1d
Experiment

Correlation between informativeness and within-group similarity

Exp 1a Exp 1b Exp 1c Exp 1d
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04 |—— e '

0.2

Within-group cosine similarity

0.0

0 2550 75100 0 25 50 75100 0 25 50 75100 0 25 50 75100
Informational Value

Figure 2. Top: Effect of power on the informational,
reputational, and presentational values of speakers’ own
narratives. Bottom: Effect of power on correlation between
informational value and within-group narrative similarity.

Since our prediction about narrative similarity is that low
power speakers will be more restricted to being informative,
we correlated each narratives’ informational value with its
within-group cosine similarity score (Fig. 2, bottom).
Consistent with our predictions, in the low power group,
informational value was always positively correlated with
within-group narrative similarity, suggesting that low power
narratives may indeed be more similar to each other because
speakers are trying to be informative (Ela: r>=0.08, p=.04;
Elb: r’=0.11, p<.001; Elc: r=0.07, p=.002; El1d: r>=0.06,
p<.001). In other words, in the low power group, less
informative narratives are ones that deviate from other
narratives in the group. In contrast, for the high power group,
there was no relationship in three out of four experiments
(Ela: r>=0.002, p=.3; Elb: >=0.005, p=.5; Elc: r>=0.05,
p=.008; E1d: 1=0.006, p=.3).

Interim Discussion

By eliciting open-ended narratives, we found that having less
power has a restrictive effect on the range of narratives
produced. Low power narratives also tended to be self-rated
by speakers as more informative and believable .

In the next experiments, we presented speakers with pre-
written narrative choices. Narrative choices were written
based on common responses from speakers, and were
selected to include a range of narratives that were likely to
vary in their informational, reputational, and presentational
values (e.g., full truths vs. outright lies vs. evasions).

By asking speakers to rate the same set of narratives in
terms of how likely they are to choose each narrative, as well
as their informational, reputational, and presentational
values, we can more directly test how power interacts with
these goals to affect speakers’ narrative choices. Previous
results would suggest that low power speakers would place
more importance on informational and presentational goals.

Further, by having all speakers rate the same set of
narratives, we can try to separate the effect of power on how
speakers weigh each goal versus evaluate their narratives.
These two possibilities (effect of power on weights vs.
values) are not mutually exclusive, but they cannot be teased
apart with open-ended responses, since there was large
variation in speakers’ narratives.

Narrative Choice (Experiments 1b-d, 2a)

Participants

After writing their open-ended response, speakers from
Experiments 1b-d were additionally shown pre-written
narrative choices and asked to rate them. In an additional
experiment (2a), speakers were only shown narrative choices
(Low: n=145, Equal: n=145, High: n=151), and were
recruited in the same way as described before.

Experimental Stimuli & Procedures

In Experiments 1b-d, narrative choices were always shown
after speakers had written their own open-ended narratives.
Within each experiment, speakers saw all the narrative
choices , and were told that they were responses written by
participants in a previous experiment. The number of
narratives presented differed across experiments (in Elb: 6
narratives, Elc: 6 narratives, E1d: 3 narratives, E2a: 12
narratives), with some overlap across experiments with small
variations in wording (all narratives are listed in Figure 3,
lower right). For each narrative, speakers rated the likelihood
of sharing the narrative with the listener (“How likely are you
to say this to the [supervisor/co-worker/intern]?”” Not at all
likely - Very likely). They then rated each narrative on
informational, reputational, and presentational values.
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Results

Low Power speakers weight informational values
more and reputational values less

Does power affect how speakers weigh informational,
reputational, and presentational values when considering the
utility of alternative narratives? To test this, we looked at the
interacting effects of power and each value on choice ratings.
This analysis collapsed data across experiments, to include as
many narratives as possible (experiments and narratives were
models as random effects, but the variance explained by
experiments was low and taken out due to singular fit). As
shown in Fig. 3 (lower left, model estimates), high power
speakers compared to low power speakers weighed
informational values less and reputational values more, but
no significant difference for weight on presentational value
(interaction of power and info: B=-0.06, SE=0.02, p=.001;
interaction of power of rep: B=0.07, SE=0.02, p=.004;
interaction of power of pres: B=-0.00, SE=0.02, p=.99)
Further, the main effects of informational, reputational,
and presentational values were significant (Fig. 3 lower left)

Choice Likelihood Informational Value

and explained more variance than models with each term
taken out, validating the idea that speakers choose what to say
by weighing their informational, reputational, and
presentational goals.

Low Power speakers think uninformative and false
narratives are likely to arouse more suspicion

Finally, we examine the effect of power on speakers’
evaluations of narratives on informational, reputational, and
presentational values (Fig. 3, top).

We found a significant effect of power on all three values
(lower ratings overall for the low power group compared to
the high power group, effect of power on informational value:
B=1.91, SE=0.57, p<.001; reputational value: B=2.2,
SE=0.59, p<.001; presentational value: B=2.2, SE=3.73,
p<.001). Consistent with previous results, this held even for
comparing low vs. equal power speakers.

We next explored how power affects ratings within each
narrative (paired tests across low vs. high and low vs. equal
groups). Fig. 3 (top) shows ratings averaged across
experiments and narratives. Grey highlights additionally

Reputational Value Presentational Value
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Narrative Choices
1 - Are you trying to accuse me of something? Why don't you just ask instead of implying | took them.
L 2 - | came in for my charger and saw the snacks in the break room. | threw all of it in the trash.
Info ' ) 3 - Actually, | didn't end up coming in at all. | found my charger in the passenger seat of my car.

Power — 4 - You know, if the break room was kept locked like it's supposed to be, this wouldn't have happened.
Rep ‘e 5 - Oh that was me. | took all the snacks home because | wanted to donate them to a homeless shelter.
Pres ¢ 6 - | was here and | noticed all the snacks were expired. | threw them out so no one would get sick.

Info x Power 3 7 - 1 only came in for my charger. | didn't go in the break room and have no idea who took the snacks.
Rep x Power . 8 - Yep, | came in. | noticed the break room was unlocked and saw the snacks. | took them all home.
Pres x Power -090 9 - Nobody ever eats those snacks anyway. It's better someone eat them all than have them go to waste.
2 2 0 2 4 6 10-Yup, that's what | said. | came back in last night to grab my charger. My phone was out of battery.
. 11 - 1 was here. | heard that the snacks get thrown out if no one eats them. So | took a couple home.
Estimates

12 - Yeah it was me. | took all the snacks since nobody eats them. | didn't want them to go to waste.

Indicates effects that are replicated across experiments and power levels

Figure 3. Top: Effect of power on informational, reputational, and presentational values of narrative choices
(Experiments 1b-d, 2a). Bottom left: Model estimates for interacting effect of power and info/rep/pres values on choice
ratings. Bottom right: narrative choices.
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indicate narratives for which there is a consistent effect of
power, findings that are replicated across experiments and
across comparisons (both low vs. high and low vs. equal).

Consistent with the previous results, low power speakers
show a stronger preference for the most complete and truthful
narrative (#12). For all other narratives where there is an
effect of power on evaluation of informational and
presentational values, low power narrators are less likely to
choose them (#10, 7, and 3).

Discussion

Across multiple studies, we find that low power leads to more
similar narratives, demonstrating the idea that power restricts
communicative freedom. Further, low power speakers cared
more about the informational and presentational values of
their narratives, and less about their reputational values.
Exploration of particular narratives also confirmed that low
power speakers preferred telling the truth, and were hesitant
about narratives that are uninformative (either because they
do not provide all the relevant information or are clearly
false). Finally, we find evidence that power not only affects
how speakers weigh their competing goals, it can also affect
the valuation of narratives according to how well they meet
each goal. Most notably, low power speakers thought there
was a greater chance that their uninformative narratives
would arouse suspicion.

The finding that power affects the space of choices available
is of theoretical importance: current theories of language
production assume that speakers decide what to say by
comparing the utility of a small number of possible
alternatives. What set of alternatives speakers actually
consider, however, is typically not measured, and participants
are typically given predetermined choices (Degen, 2023; but
see also Degen & Tanenhaus, 2016; Gotzner & Romoli,
2022). The current results highlight that studies should be
careful in assuming alternatives, especially for more complex
utterances, and more work needs to be done to understand
what kinds of factors can affect the space of alternatives
speakers consider.

The generalizability of the finding that low power restricts
narrative choices is an important open question. The
reduction in choices follows from certain strategies (i.e.,
explicitly lying or being under-informative) becoming less
favorable for low power speakers. More simply, low power
speakers having fewer narrative options follows from the
definition of power as power-to (act). Therefore, the same
effect (restricted choices for low power) should in principle
always hold where there is a power differential. Nonetheless,
future work should try to replicate the effect in different
contexts, and test whether low power speakers may
sometimes become more likely to give varying utterances.

As others have pointed out, we expect some kinds of effects
of power should vary greatly with context (Eelen, 2001;
Locher, 2004; Harris, 2006; see also Qian et al., 2023). In
fact, contrary to other studies, here we find that low power
speakers become more informative, suggesting that power
does not always lead people to choose a particular strategy

(e.g., telling the truth). Rather, whether speakers place higher
or lower importance on informational values might depend
on the stakes and consequences of having less power, as well
as the kind and source of power.

For instance, in our vignette, admitting a minor wrongdoing
may not have been as costly as lying about it and being found
out, leading many speakers to prefer to tell the truth. In other
contexts, the costs could be reversed—e.g., if the wrongdoing
is a crime, revealing the truth is extremely costly, and the
effect of low power may lead speakers to lie even more.
Furthermore, in many everyday situations, informational and
reputational goals do not conflict (e.g., if telling the truth does
not negatively affect the speaker’s reputation). A recent paper
finds that speakers not facing a goal conflict produce more
homogenous narratives than those facing a conflict (Kim &
Crockett, under review). We predict that power is much less
likely to affect the range of choices speakers consider in low-
conflict situations. In general, future work should
systematically test the effect of power in a variety of contexts
(e.g., beyond one vignette, the workplace, English).

Further work is needed to understand precisely why low
power speakers assigned lower presentational values for
some narratives, as there are multiple possible answers. Two
narratives in particular were affected: an evasive and
misleading narrative that does not provide relevant
information (#10), and one that was clearly false and
explicitly denied the speaker’s wrongdoing (#3). The
misleading was additionally rated low in informational value,
which may reflect low power speakers anticipating their
listener to have higher norm-based expectations about
informativeness (e.g., a supervisor likely expects an
employee to be complete and relevant in their answer, and
become suspicious when the employee does not meet this
norm). Lower presentational value for the false narrative may
instead reflect low power speakers’ increased possibility and
fear of being found out. Another possibility is that low power
speakers anticipated reduced credibility from listeners due to
their lower position (similar to Carney et al., 2013; Ulatowska
& Cislak, 2022).

Philosophers have argued that self-silencing (where
speakers become less informative than they would otherwise)
and extracted speech (where speakers become more
informative) are both cases of injustices, as the speaker is
being prevented from communicating in a way that they
would be free to do if not for their lack of power (e.g., Kukla,
2014; Dotson, 2011; McKinney, 2016). There are many
possible instances of discursive injustices in the real world.
For instance, feeling the need to tell the truth could take the
form of being pressured to disclose personal information
(e.g., a disability). Likewise, feeling pressured to lie may
range from lying about your opinion about a project, to
making a false confession under duress, or giving “consent”
to sex when you don’t want to (Lackey, 2021; McKinney,
2016). Future work should study such cases in the real world
that have particularly serious social and ethical implications.
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